UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-7223

GONZOLO DANNY LAGO,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

DONALD W LMOUTH, Li eutenant; TERRENCE JONES,
Correcti onal Oficer; UNKNOWN W NSTEAD,
Correctional O ficer,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

D.W EVANS, Internal Affairs |Investigator;
E.P. HCKS, Internal Affairs Investigator;
GARY L. BASS, Deputy Warden; DONALD BAYLOR,
Sar geant; JAMES CRAWFORD, Lieutenant; UNKNOMWN
HARRI'S; J.C. FARROW R D. GREEN;, J. HALSEY;
UNKNOWN RAYMOND, Correctional Oficer; LARRY
HOPSON, Physi ci ans Assi st ant; UNKNOAN HOLLAND,
Doct or ; UNKNOAN  BI LLOW Doct or ; UNKNOWN
UNDERWOCD, Doctor; J. BEALE, Warden,

Def endant s.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Richnond. David G Lowe, Magistrate
Judge. (CA-93-763-R

Submtted: March 21, 1996 Decided: April 2, 1996




Bef ore NI EMEYER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Gonzol o Danny Lago, Appellant Pro Se. Mark Ral ph Davis, OFFI CE OF
THE ATTORNEY CGENERAL OF VIRGNIA, R chnond, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe jury's verdict in favor of Defen-
dants in his 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 (1988) conplaint. Appellant alleged
that prison guards beat hi mfoll ow ng a peaceful sit-in denonstra-
tion by inmates and after he accidentally set his mattress on fire.
The jury found that the force used agai nst hi mwas reasonabl e and
not malici ous.

Appellant clainms that the trial court failed to allow him
adequate tinme to present his case and inproperly wthheld from
evi dence energency nedi cal grievances he filed after the incident.
Appel | ant of fers no el aborati on of howthe allegedtine restriction
affected his case. Although he asserts that his grievances would
have proved that Defendants commtted perjury at trial, the docu-
ments in the record contain only Appellant's unsworn statenents
that he was i n pain and bel i eved that he required i medi at e nedi cal
attention. We find no ground for appeal based on these docunents.

Appel | ant al so avers that Defendants' testinony at an earlier
trial would have proved they perjured thenselves at his trial.
However, Appellant neither identifies the other trial nor descri bes
the al |l eged i nconsi stencies intestinony. We find his general claim

insufficient to warrant relief.



Accordingly, we affirmjudgnent reflectingthejury's verdict.
We di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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